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Issues in the Application of the Public School Version of the AAMD
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. T Adaptibe Behavior Scale in School‘Setting .
% ’/.—_‘ - k)
‘ o . Abstract T,
1 . ' \ . !
i} . . , ., .
5 *In substudy 5 we inquired into the extent of use of the Adaptive Behavior
. . Iy - - .

N .
7 . .

. Scale and the re1ationship between training in the use of the Scale and per-

ceptions of the efficacy of its measures. A second objecpive was to examene

the adaptive behavior profiles of children with different placement °UtC°mQ§i

!
[}

-

Our findings from a-sutvey of representatlve school psthologists showed .
that 80% had obtained teacher ratings of adaptlve behavior on the Scale 10
‘or fewer times, and 30% of this group reported never having used the Scale
at all. We concfudeé that a large majority oé psychologists could not be con-
. sidered proficient in the use of the Scale if one'considered the dumher of
. Scales adm1n1stered as & criterion of competence

We next examlned the relationshlp of tra1ning in the use of the Scale and
A - -
perceptions of the Scale's usefulness. On the basis of the training criteria

which we defined, we concluded that about 30 to 457% of psychologists had been

-

: !
introduced to the Scale in assessment workshops, trained others or participated

-~

in special courses, a11 of which would be necessary before one could “be assumed

.

"to have a minimal level of assessment competence. The importance of training

s

was shown to be crucial in the psychologist's evaluation of the adequacy of

the obtained measures and’ the usefulness of the Scale for placement and

program decisions. ,In general, the mere extensive the training, the more pos- -

4

itive'the judgment of the psychologist about .tha utility oﬁ.the adaptive.beha-
vior assessment the Scale provides. ) .. - \e

We -analyzed the outcomes of evaluations which used the Adaptive Behavior

-

Scale from a.school district«in which psychologists reported being trained.
/

The detaiied examination of the profiles of%children in\\egular and EMR

~ -

‘ classes with differxng outcomes showed that those children in regulaw classes

-

EMC . : - (;. ’ ‘w ‘. . \
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after the assessment had higher adfptive behavior scale profiles than those

who we}e considered eligible for EMR placement. Even though we had no data

L

gn other types of information which contributed to the odtcomes, we concluded

A

that the information”.from the Adaptive Behavior Scale_qontributed.important

0y

. diagnostic'{nformétion to the evaluation and placement process.

%

.

The similarities of adaptive behavior profiles among children og different

Yethnic groups with various placement outcomes were also reviewed. While
# ’ . . . 3
there were few differences among,ethnic groups within the same outcome group,

-

' it is worthy of note that the Spanish-surnamed children always had the lowest

scores on fhe Physical Develpoment domain indicating‘the possibility of sensory

- 3

! ' ) “and ﬁotor handicaps and the. probability that multiple factors 'influence the
+ funetioning of these children.

1 Taken together the findings from this substudy of the use of the~Sca1? in
public school settings has ghoﬁp that psychologists are beginning to employ
the Aéaptive Behavior Stale in their evaluations of children and that training
in the use of the Scéle is imperative-for proper application of the results,
The outcomes of pupil e0aluat}ons where Adaptive Behayfor Scale profileé were
availqple‘showed that‘informatién from aﬂaptive behavior assessment contri-

. . -

buted appropriately.to educational decisions. * '

~

&
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. Background

In October 1974 the-California State Board of Education adopted

-

the California Revisiqn of the 1974 Adépgive Behavior Scale pursuant to
Section 6902.085 of the Education Code. In its fevision, the Board
instructed the'Sdperintendént of Public Instructdon to report to the

Board by January 1, 1978 on the use and resylts of the adoption of the
. 1 ’ . .

Adaptiye Behavi®r Scale.

rd

This section of the project examined. several aspects of the use

_of the Adaptive Behavior Scale. Since aaaptive behavior is a relatively

new concept and the methods for its assessment'fre unfamiliar to psycholo-

gists, we were .interested in determining whether psychologi%ts were using -

Y

» \

the Scale, whether they viewed the Scale as providing apcurate{?%sessmenp
N - 7 .

‘ -
'

of adaptive behavior and whether psychologists' use and perceptions of

I
the value of the Scale were a function of training in adaptive behavior
measurement. To understand better the impact of the Education Code man-

date to include a measure of adaptive behavyior in.the assessment -of children

N

for programs'for the eééngle mentally retarded, we also explored the out-

,

comes of the use of the scale in determining éligibility for and reevaluations

of pupils in special education programs. It was our hope that' these findings
N ’
on the use of the Scale would not only inform educators of the impact of

legislative action to broaden the assessment base for the diagnosis of
: o 3 I3 &
mental retardation, but to raise questions about the extent to which psych=-

ologists and others involved in the educa}ion of ekceppional.children

’ .

were prepared to tackle thi§ most important assessment activity.

4
i
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- Objectives | : : " * ¢
.The objectives of the substudy were: '} . ¢
. .- B |
. 1. To ’etermine the extent of use of the Adaptive Behavior Scalé
. ' . . .o~

by a sample of répresentative school psychologists in California.

2. "To provide information.on‘the extent to which psychologisté judged

4 , . v , ‘

the Scale to be of value 'in the assessment of mentally retarded children
. M M ’

) . Vo
and whether their judgments were a function of the number of scales used
. > .

7
or a function of training in adaptive behayioé,g;seésment. ’
3. For a samﬁleiof gchool districts which had made extensive use
of,the Scale to determine: . s . H k
) ‘ )
. a. the age and e;hnic stgtus-eharacter%stics of children who
~ ) »
' were being evaluated for special edﬁcation\placement or for
reas;ignment toregular class programs )
b. 'Fhe placément outcomes of these evaluatiorls and
. * . ¢
: c. the differenceg in adaptive behavior p bfiles for those
) “accepted for and for those rejected for-special or‘
regular cla§s placements. ’
Methods .
Two sources of déta were employed in the field study section of the
project. Objectives 1 ané 2 required a representative sample ;¥ psycholo-~
gists to report on the extent of use of the Scale and their training for .

admipistration. .The subjects, methods and results of this portion of the

field stady will be referred to as "training and use of the Adaptive Behavior

Scale." To achieve objective 3 necessitated the adminisgration of a large

-

. . .
number of Scales to children in special programs who were receiving an .

. .
Al .
annual evaluation, or who were being ronsidered for placement in special

.

-

4
i
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education programs. The subjects, methods and results of this section of,
! . , .

the report will be referred to as "outcomes of adaptive behavior assessment.'

' * * ~ ‘
Subjects . - I o .S

Subjects for evaluating training and hse f adaptive behavior assess-

—_—

“ment. During the«1976-1977 academic.year schaol psthglogists in California” -

were fnvited to pérticipate in a workshop on Comprehensive Assessment for

*

the Learning Handicappea Child. Theéé one day workshops presented material

on the assessment pf cognitive development, language development, learning

. * -
proficiency and adaptive behavior. The god] was to intrbduce school

-

. Y
psychologists to contemporary theory and' research iffreach of these areas
» ’ v

and to demonstrate the uEility oégﬁhformation from sugh assessment for
diagnosing functional level and planning educational programs for normal
and exceptional pupils. Thodgh not intended as '"training" sessions, in- .

that insufficient time was available to exbloie in detail each assessment
area, the workshops were intended as orientation to th%;e new assesghen:
concepts and materials were provided for psychologists to use when they

S .
returned to their districts., .The session on adaptive behav%or included
L]

an overview of the development of‘the Scale, informat#on on ways to train

[ \ .
teaZ%ers in the use of the Scale, and a summary of the research which had «,

»

been conducted on the Scale, most of which is summarized in the “"Supple-
‘ 1 9 .

~ment to the Manual" which was reported as substudy 1 of this project.
dorkshép time limits prevented an effort tofreconcilg problems in item
rati;g, profile development and inte;ﬁretation, or educational plénﬁing.

RS

The List of psychologists who had signéd up to participate in a work-
. shop during the school year was the group from Wwhich a sample was selected.

Using random numbers, we i{dentified a 30% gample of the sign-up list and

1. N
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" .childrég in special education programs. %everél larg

. o, ®
,

. - 4
v . » . " . - » 4 '.,
* mailed a questionnaire to.the subjects aboug training, use and perceptipns
_ L - - . - . . . _ .. St . .

til
.
L4
L]
.

of utility of the Scale. Table 1 provides information on the location of
: o .
the sample, the and type of districts and the occupation of the respondents.

’

Sdbjects for studying outcomes of adaptive behavior assessment. While

.

the subJec s for the study of the use of tke Adaptive Behav1or Scale were

school districts and district personnel, “the subjecbe‘?or the study of qut-

comes of adaptive behavior assessmeng were the pupils who had

-

cen rhted ¢
on the Scale. 1In order ‘to obtain a sample of sufficient

contacted school districts who were involved in intensive¢/evaluation of

4

3 } . .
school districts

»

provided us with Adaptive Behavior Scales and supplementalhinformation A

.iacluding data on the characteristics of the papil being exaluated and' ’
the purpose and ofitcomes of the adaptive behavior evaluatien. We ob-
v » ) . . .
- tained Scales and supplemental data for 641 é%ﬁmentary and secondary school

subjects from ages 7 thrqugﬁ'19. Table 1 dlsplays the distrlbution of.

subjegts by school placement, age, sex and ethnlc status. ° ¥
Procedures ' o . e

-

——
Procedures for evaluating tralnlng and Use of adaptive behavior assess-
~ * > A - ‘
ment. This portion of the study involved the collec}ion of replies, to a

¥ -~ ' -

questionnaire byfa representative sample of psychologists and others in- .

.\te%esbed in assessment of learfiing handicapped children. The questionnaire

3 >

was prepareg by the p:ojéc; director, and revised after review by.éta?e
. - ) «

~Departmeflt of Educatioﬁ staff, and school disfrict diredtors of specia1<
i v - * N
educatior and .pupil personnel ,services. Each sdmpled person rgceived the

questionnaire with a stamped return envelope. The response rate was 407 of

*T—(’" 2 .
.those surveyed. The data analysis provided descriptive data on training and

. s ' °




pegceptiong of the utility of the Scale. .

e S .
¢ . .
\l‘ * a

°© o

. -

Procedures for studying’outcomes of adaptive behavior assessment.

After idﬁntiﬁying school districts which weré willing to share completed
. ' T . ‘ o . .
AdapE}ve Behavior Scales and to prepare, the supplemental forms, we

arraRoWieY reimburse ‘them for costs in pfeparing'tpe,data to sghd’to
X . . (4

T

-

office. We instructed them fo code each subject and to

i?°d§ta only after all identifying information had been deleted. . .

¢ -

" The compXeted Scale and supplemental fof@s were checked for accuracy

. .

in the xesearch o{fice,'and then keypqnched'and processed into computer

master files for. data analysis.‘

ou N .

Tolreply'to the-objectives, we first summarized the types of pupils,

the purpose and the outcomes of the adaptive behavior assessment. We

-
Y

then—turned to the outcomes of the assessment._ For this task, we

”

centered our attention on the numbers_of pupils whose ¢lass placement

’ Ve

changed at the end of the evaluatdiom peridbd. It is 1mportant to note

v

that: these evaluations were conducted during a period of time when all

California school districts we enjoined from using inéividuai intel-
ligence test$§ in Epe determination of eliégpilfty of pupi}s for educab;e
méﬁtally;retarded programs. Data frém administration éé Ehe Adaptive
Behavior%Scale were only part of the evaluation process. We had no

-

information about other sourc?s of evaluation data which might have

contributed to the decision regarding a pupil's placement. We present

e v

in this report Adaptive Behavior Scale data in order to provide informa-
tion about differences in adaptive behavior functioning of these subjects
recognizing that decisions about placement were not being made solely on

H
the basis of the adaptive behavior profile.

2
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- . . Resuilts

Use of the Adaptive Behavior Sfale in California Schools

-

Cdmpetence in the administration of any psychologlcal evaluation method

A ¥
is depgndenpqupon training and practice. The individual administration

of no fewer than 10 tests is often used as a minimum standard of experience

-~

in the use of a psychological instrument. As one can see from Table 3,
J . ‘

80%Z of tﬁose-suréeyed had used the Adaptive Behavior Scale 10 times or less

and one.ﬂglrd of these regpondents reported never using the Scale at.all.

o
We conclu?ed that during,the.Spring of 1977, two and a haif years after -
Lhe adoption of the Séale, a large majorify of psychologists could not be
considered proficient in the use of adaptiye behavior assessment as in- ]
,ferred from their reported use of the Scale. « .
Even though the standardization of the Scale was based on teacher -

ratings:zthe Manual suggests that parents should be interviewed, ég well,
in order to provide informa}ion on both'the school and home functioning of
the child. Table &4 infbrms us of the extent to which the psychologists who

were sampled reported gathering adaptive behavior ratings from parents.

Thirty percent reported that they had interviewed no: parents while the
remainder had interviewed 1 or more. Only rarely did a psychologist re-

*port contacting more than 10 parents for the purposg of adaptive behavior

assessment. - -
From these data on the number dﬁ scales used by the respondents, we
- LY o

concluded that psychologists and other educators are beginning to use the

Adaptive Behavior Scale, bdt that we could not infer that they had generally

= v

become proficient in either administration or interpretation based on the

number of Scales used by the respondents. v




8 . » N N . -,

’\' . . ) > N ; 7

Training in the Use of thé Adaptive Behavior Scales

*

Our nekt question was to analyze the data to deterpine whether the

Y "
. questionnaire Yespondents had been traineéﬁin pze use of the Scale.

*> r ? it
Three types of*trainiﬁg were identified from €he responses:
1. attended the State Department bf.gducation workshop on Com-

prehensive Assessment_ which introduced the Adépiive Behavior Scale - a
. . a | A .

- mihimal level of training. ;

2. trained teachers in the use of the Scale - would require care-
. . ]
ful study and extensive Tamiljarization with the Scale in order to train
-~ ’ t |
others - a moderate level wf~{raining.
o - ' “r ( ) .
3. parti®ipated in other types of training such as district in-

/ .
y v N

service courses, or otherrworkshops - a moderate level of training.
Even though all of the respondents had sigried up for the State work-

shops, 21% of them said ‘they had not attended. Forty four percent of those

,

replying to the questionnafrf indicated that they had trained 1 or more
teachers and ‘about .287% had attended other workshops or participated in
school district in-service programs on adaptive behavior assessment. .

From these data we concluded“fhat between about 30 to 45% df psycholégists:

/

.
have been introduced to the Scale,. trained others, or participated in .,

. -

coursework, all of which woul be necessary before one could be assumed to have
c , 1 y bef ,

iy
-t

a minimal level of sproficiency'in the use of the Scale.

' g - - )

' Perceived Accuracy and Usefulness of the Scale as a Functioq)of Training
- b

Table 7 tabulates_ the judgments of the respondents as to the accuracy

<

of adaptive behavior asSessment reported by teachers and parents of EMR
N 4

i
- s H

and TMR pupils, whether the Scalelkms perceived to be usefuF for referral

% . of EMR and TMR pupils and‘ﬁhe value of the Scale for pro%xam decisions.
) * N N
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We have tabulated the résponses according to whether the respondent was

trained or not trained in the use of the Adaptive BehaY}or Scale.
. g ' - . ‘
The most positive perceptions of the.utility of the Scale were re-

ported by those \who had participated in thé most intensive training pro-

'

grams -- namely district in-service cdurses. The most negative perceptions
+ . * .

.of the,use of the Scale weresreported by those nho had not participated in a

. 's
training'program‘of any type. We conclude that'the extent of training is.

related toathe reported ut111ty of the Scale for agﬁessment, referral and

progran planning The next question is whether rce tions of the useful—
qQ

g ¥ ' \

ness are a function of numb et bffscalis ysed. ";_f * . .

Kespondents who had not given the Scale, regardleés E@ their training

were generally very positive in their perceptions of the adcuracy and use-

u

fulness of the 1nstrument But when those who had not bgeh trained used T> ///
the Sgale, their perceptions qf the accuracy and usefulness decreased with

the ‘nymber ef Scales administered. Those who attended a State Workshoﬁ;l

even if they had no additionai traifiing, do not show this trend, but rather
maintain ahfairly positive attitude regardless of the number of Scales

LY
administered.

- ™

In general, Table 8 inferms us that the sampléd psychologists'judged

B . ‘
the Scale.to be a more accurate assessment anﬁ/a/more useful instrument :

-

for referal for ™R children than, EMR children. Those who are using the

- ‘ B
Scale also judge the assessment as reported by teachers ‘to be glightly °

. s

more accurate than those reported by parents. ¢

Training also was directly related to perceptions of the usefulness

~

of the Scale for program decisions. ‘'Those who received no training had
o+ ']

s

more negative attitudes about the Scale's utility for educatiomnial planning

- ~
than those with training.

'Y .
4
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These results lead to the conclusion that the more exfensive the' .

-

ve
L3

» \D
<

®

‘Use of the Adaptive Behavior Scale in Pupil Evaluation

training in the use of the Public. School Version of the Adaptive Behavior

Scale, the more the Scale is judged to provide a%curate and useful infor-

<
.

mation about children. The results also raise serious questions about’

whether”school districts should permit psychologists and"others to use any
assessment proceaure without adequate preparation in addinist;ation of the

instrument and interpretation .of .the results. : . :

Table 9 displays the frequency and percentage of. the pupils Ep Qh m
the Adaptive Behavior Scale was administered.

being evaluateﬂ,

a '

167 were conducted to determihe eligibility for EMR placements, 7% were

determine eligibility for TMR placement and 257, were Eeing‘reevaluate

v

.
reassignment from special education to regular classes.

When we examined the purpose of evaluation by -ethnic status, we found

e

A

-t

Of the total number of pupils

*51% of the evaluations were annual or periodic evaluatipps,

dic evaluations, 387 were

'that_of the children—ai?essed for annual or

%n

3

and 26% were white.

‘being considered for EH placement’as 35% were white, 357 were black;

Of those evaluated to

black, 367 were white, anENZQZ/ﬁere—gga;ish-surnamed.

determine eligibility for EMR placement, 39% were black, 35% were Spanish,

’

The distribution'oﬁ ethnic status was similar for those

and 30%

¥

were Spanish. Black children (627%) were much'more frequently being evaluated

for reassignment to a regular class, 287 of these were white and only 10% of

this group were from Spanisﬁ-speaking backgrounds. With the exception of this
- I -
last group of pupils, the ethnic status distribution by purpose of evgluation

. . ‘

was similar for the three ethniclgroups. 1

Educational Decisions to Which Adaptive Behavior Assessment May Have Contributed

If .we turn our attention to the outcomes of the evaluations for stated

.
I3 4 -

P
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purposes we found that 90%.of the children who were being gvaluated on an
annual of periodic basis remained in their placement with little differences .
. - / B
in outcome rates dccording to ethnic status (white, 88%, black, 90%, and
. 4

Spanish\v?3%). Slightly more black (9%) and Spanish children (7%) chénged‘
i

from special education to a regular class than'did white children (3%).

N
s

t
3

When we examined the outcomes of those cgii;ren who were befng evaluated ~

to determine eligibility for EMR placement, appr ximayely 29% remained in

regular classes, .and 69% moved from regular to special education- classes. .
White children, however, were more likely to remain in their current placement

(59%) than black children (20%) and/or Spanish-background- children (17%).

e

Relatively few children in the sample were being evaluated to determine ,

eligibility f&f EH placement. Of these, 40% remained in their current program,

-~

42% changed from Tegular to special &ducation classes andﬂlG% were placéd on

waiting lists.  In these instances, Spanish-surnamed children were mqgh more

likely to be placed in an EH class or on a waiting list,(85%) than white
children' (54%) and/or black children (40%).

Some children were bejhg reviewed ta determine whether they should be

4 )

reassigned to a regular class. The placement of 86% of these pupils did not

change. All of the Spanish children remained in their current placements,

L

whereas approximately 15% of the white and black children wers changeq to

regular classes. . / )

From the data we were able to obtain, it was difficult to determine the .

1)

extent to which the adaptive behavior profile information was the déciding
factor ‘in the placement decisions. Our data do indicate that the Scale’is

%

béing used in districts in periodic evaluations, for evaluatiog for reassign-

1 é
ment from special education to regular school programs and to determine éiigir

1
,.
M )

-

®bility for EMR and EH classes.

« oA
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'(3 subjects).
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B © . 4 N
Adaptive Behavior Profifes of Children with Differerit Evaluation Outcomes

Some ide% of the extemt to which the resqlfs of adaptive behavior assess-—

ments were factors in the determination of - 'eligibility for placement in a

s

» v /

specéal'education prbgram ca& be infgf%ed from the adaptive behavior charac-
I8 e - , - f 4

v

N - .
N i e
teristics of children differing with respect to outcomes. Since_ training
r o 1 ! )

’
N
.

-

was;a key factor in the psychologist's perception of thedﬂtility of the Scale,
|3 ’ ' ‘

I’ : .
we identified a school district in which a large proportion of psycholog%sts
. . . ;

repoz}ed that they had participated in the Eraining programs and plotted the

;éxbfiles of the children according to placement decisions. 7Speéifica11y, wé

. - L]
looked at all cases between the ages of seven and 12 who were evaluated to
N 53 -

oy k3
-

determine eligibility for EMR placement, with the outcome béing either remain-

p AN

ghg in the current place@ent, or changing from a regular to*a special class

place?ent. The majority of these children were in regular classes before

- ¢ P

the evaluation although a smaller number were initiagly classified as EMR.
A .

All of the EMR pupils remained in EMR classes following thé eéaluatioqs. We
therkfore examinéd three possible butcoﬁes within .the group of children eval-

uated for the purpose of determinming eligibility for EMR placement: '
1. Classified és regular, remain in fegular class following evaluation
. ’ N AN .

)
- , . ~
4

v « * [y

2. Classified‘as reéular, change, to spe&ial education‘class following

evaluation (39 subjects). , . p j;/

3. alassified as EMR, remain in EMR class (9 subjects).

L)

The AAMD Adaptive Behavior\prpfil s of these aroups of children are reported

in (ﬁ;.accompanyipg tables as mean Yercentile ranks corresponding to the

norms ,for regular class children. After presentation of thé data for all

. v

subjects in each of the above three .groups, we also examined outcomes by ethnic

Y

~

N

? M
.
.
.

status. \ . . . - . .
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Table 10 displays the mean adaptive behavior domain, scores for the three

gréups of children who wére being evaluéted for EMR”piacemgnt - sqme in reg-

iular classesg, ,and some already in the EMR program. Of the 42 children who

were initially cléssified.as regular, 39 were®subsequently placed in a‘spécial

-

cldss -and only three remained in the regular class. An examination.of the

N .
»

adaptive behavior proffles for these children either as mean percentile ranks”
(4

4

T
(Table 10) or as” profiles (Figures 1 and 2) indicates that-the children class-

N -

ified as regular who remain in the regular class after evaluation perform at

higher levels of adaptive behavior than children in the other two categqries.

2
.

Although the sample sizé of the group who remained in regular classes was

. -
—

only three, it does appear that?the Adaétive Behavior Scale results may have
7

been a factor in determining which children would remain in the regular class
. Y 4 -

.

and which children would bé or remain eligible.for special education placement.’
.M , . .

The mean domain scores and profiles of children of different ethnic groups

- . ‘o

from regular classes, who, after being e%aluated for EMR placement remained
in tke regular class are presented on Tablell and Figure 3 and 4. The one

black child who was referred demonstrated congistentl$ higher adaptive behavior
- %, -

skills on Part One than the two white children. Part TwqQ domain scores suggest
S

\ .
different types of social emotional functioning for the .three pupils, with the

black child being rated as more acting out, and‘the white children considered

’
®

to be mote withdrawn. The cont;hst between adaptive behavior profiles for
1 L] * A
these children lead us to conclude that the Adaptive Behavior profiie alone

cannot explain the decision to continue the two white children in the regular

N ~

class rather than to place them in a special program. The adaptive behavior

. L}

(profile of the black chjld shows‘clearly that he or she’would not be e.aligi‘bleI l

for the eduocable mentally retarded:program and was probably a factor in the
’ 1

decision to continue the regular class assignment, : .
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Table 12 and Figures 5 and 6 gisglay the ethnic breakdown.of children

who were initially classified as regular, hut after the evaluation were placed

) in special education claksSs. The proflles of white, black, and Spanish
’ ¢
backgrdund chlldren in this category ‘were very similar; all were performirig
at an extremely low level on the Part One.domains and all evidenced a s%gni—‘
s .

B ’ h 9 . 4 .
LS fcant level of dbcial-emotional problems on the Part Two domains. , The IQ.

scores available for n1ne chlldren out of 39 in this category showed that

the blacks had sllghtly higher scores than either the whites or Spanish=-sur=-

S

named children, but the scores df‘all of these children were in the EMR range.

The adaptive behavior profile of:the eﬁildren who were considered to be

eligible for special placement provide an indication of their self help and'

»

social skills. Regardless of ethnic status all of these ghildren %Fre function-

ing at or below the 5th,percentile on personal 1ndependence and cognitive

(
skills. Thev peﬁsormed better on job-related tasks in school (Voéati"al N 4
Activity) .and in situations which required them to carry out assignments .
. . . ﬂ' - v -
(Responsibility). It is significant, however, that these pupils evidence .

little initiative or voluntary participation in school and they functioned ~* -

[N

at a %erx low level in activities requiring self direction. In other words,

more than 95% of their .age pcers evidenced better independent functioning and

5

self help skills as well as the motivation.to participate in the life of the

s¢hool. With réspect to social-emotional difficulties as measured by the Part

.

Two domaiﬂs, these children are typical of 80% of the pbpulation in*tﬁmr7ﬁn¥nunr '

. - .
of significant acting out behaviors, but they tend to be more withdrawn and

-

have somewhat more problems in interpersonal behavior.

- =

Children who are referred.for evaluation for EMR programs evidently havgzv’:;;

d%:.

£

»>
PRy,

some vision or hearing problems or evidence less’mature physical developmeft

than their age peers.‘

It is of great interest to those }eEponsib]egfor the

B P '
i

i
e

£
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"find and treat undiscovered’medical problens. ) . A

L , L

education of handicapped children in*school that the Spanish-surnamed pupils
AN )
had the lowest levels of physical development ratings on the Adabtive Behavior

Scale on all of the comparisons of groups by ethnic status. This means that

P PR

[ .

their poorer adaptive behavior performance may accompany probfems of sensory °

. LY
deficits, immature motor development’ and motor coordination problems, and that

effort should be made to obtain further medical evaluation of any children with

raw scores less than 20 on the Physical Development gomain in én effort-to\ ~

\

The findl group of children whose adaptive behavior profiles were abstracted

. K ~N
for analysis were those in EMR programs who, after evaluation stayed in the"

EMR classes. On TabLeJl)énd Figures 1, and 2 we showed that their performance
as a group was lower than the other groups on Independegnt Functioning, Physical
Development, Economic Activity, Language Development, and Number and Time Con-

”

cepts, but higher on the personal and soFial respbnsibility domains of Self

“ Dirgction, Respon§ibility, and Socialization. Though these differences in

average percentiles between childrep being §§signed to aﬁ those already in

A

R ¥ P \
EMR classes were very small, they are worthy of follow-up by other investigators

Lot .
interested f§\the adaptive behavior characteristics of children who are func-
» - T . (

tioning at the educable mentally retarded level. ' . ‘ }

-

When'we separated the EMR pupils by ethnic status who remained in the

EMR program after evaluation as shown on Tablel3 and Figures 7'and §§ the
. i - . {
black pupils performed better than the other two groups on Independent Func-

~ I3

. * L]
tioning, Economic Activity,?and Vocatienal Activity while the whites were )

.

better on language deveiopmeﬁt, self direétion, and socialization. The Spanish-

v

surnamed pupils were lowest on all domains, anﬁ this low level of perfbrmance

.
’

;EiTPUSSibiL;ZY of physical handicaps.. Without more

is again accompanied by

informatian. than is avai le from\this study, we can only speculate as to

» 4 -
' -
=

20

~




\

15

gther handicapping conditions which have affected the adaptive behavior func-

tioning of EMR Spanish-background children in this study. - L

' Conclusion , . ‘ f//’
B - /
In this substudy we inquired ipto the extent of use of the Adaptiv m

Behavior Scale by psychologists and the relationship between trqféing@in the

/‘/

use of the Scale and perceptions of the efficacy of its measures A second

+« objective was to examine the adaptiv
.

ehavior profiles of.chiidren with

~

difSerent placement outcomes.
. ¢
With respect to the use of the Scale in California schoofs our findings
from a survey of representative school psychologists showed that 80% had

obta1ned teacher ratings on the Scale 10 or fewer time and, 3OA-of his .
By, 8 g e

< AN RET Y {M»w_‘_’,mk; v“)ﬂh il

group reported never rusing the Scale at all. We concluded that a large :

majority of psychologists could not be considered proficieqt in the use of
the Scale if one considered the number of Scales admin1stere& as a criterion

of competence. . ’
Turning ou; attention to parent interviews as another source of evidence
- of the use of the Scale, we found that 30% of psychologists had never inter-—

viewed a, parent and only a rare psychologist had conducted more than 10 parent

4
interviews using the Adaptive Behavior Scale.

We next examined the relationship of training in the use of the Scale and

+

On the basis of the training criteria

which we defined, we concluded that about 30 to 45% of psychologists‘had been

perceptions of the Scale's'usefulness.

introduced to the Scale in assessment workshops, trained others,

in special courses, alfrof which would be necessary before one could be assumed

to have a minigg} level of assessment competence. The importance of training
was-shown to be crucial in the psychologist's evaluation of .the adequacy Of

. the obtained measures and the usefulness of the Scale for placement and program

’

( e
t . . “

N .
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decisions. In £eneral the more extensive the training the more positive
the judgment of the psychologist about the utillty of. the adaptive behavior

- i assessment the Scale provides. The'most negati;e perceptions of the Scale

- wete givew Hﬁ psychologists who had not been trained, but who reported using
\ . .

the Scale 11 or more times to evaluate EMR referrals b} children already in

EMR programs: Considering the importance of training in g£e use of the Séale,
. lespeciaily'in the light of ‘the essentiél information needed to evaluate qentaf
re%arda;ion,,it\seems crucial that the State Department of Education or local
.gphool_districts institute training workshops on the use and interpretation of
the Adaptive Behayior Scale. fA

A school ‘district whose psychodogists-reported the.moét tFaining pro-
vided data by wgich to study the evaluation outcomes of pupils who were béing
assessed'thh the Scale. %he Adaptive Behavior Scale was being used in periodic
evaluétions of children in special edqcation\prograps, to déte}m;ne eligibili}y

jér EMR, EH, and TMR classes and in making educational plans for exceptional

pupils. We examined in detail the adaptive behavior profiles of children in

3

r%gular and EMR classes with
'tlass pupils wha remained in
than those who were assigned

classes. Even though we had

regular classes after evaluation were higher

differing outcomes. *The profiles of regular

to EMR programs or those who’were already in EMR

no data on other types of infordation which con-

N

tributed to the outcomes, we concluded thdt the information from the Adaptive
v ~
Behavior Scale contributéd to the decision. The similarities of adaptive

behavior profiles among children of different ethnic groups with different
placement outcomes werc also weviewed. One finding worthy of continued study
was the evidence that Spanish-gurnamed children always had the lowest scores

on thfh:;}sical Development domain indicating the possibility of sensory and

-motor “handicaps and the probahi]iiy that multiple factors influence the fync-

tioning of these children.
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- Taken together the findings from this substudy of the use of the Scale

in public school settings has shown that psychologists are beginning to émploy
- .

the Adaptive Behavior Scale in their evaluations of children, and that train-

N 4

ing in the use of the Scale is imperative for proper application of the ré-

sults. The outcomes of pupil evaluation where Adaptive Behavior Scale pro-

files were available showed that information from adaptdve béhavior assess-
. N "1 .

-

LY
. ment contributed appropriately to educational decisicgs.
&
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! . " Taken together the findjings from this substudy of the use of the Scale

}n public school settings Qés shown that psychologists are béginning to émploy

& the Adaptive Behavior Scale'in their evaluations of children: and that'train- '
ing in!thé use of the Scale is 1mpg;ative{for proper application of the re-

« sults. The outcomes of pupil evaluation Z;ere Adaptive Behavior Scale pro-

files were avaiiable showed that information from adaptive behavior assess-

-

ment contributed approprlately to educational decisions. -
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TABLE 1

Characteristics of Respondents to Questionnaire

about Use of Public

-Adaptive’
1!
Type of School District
v F Adj.7%

nified 81 60.9

Elementary 23 17.3

‘High school 13° 9.8

County ) 1T 8.3

.
Elementary and | - 5 ﬂ§3.8~ v,
High School
g
1B |
Size of School District »
F Adj.7Z

< 1000 45 35.2

1000 to 4999 6 4.7 .
q .
3000 to 9999 | 16 12.5
10000 to 14999 | 34 26.6
15000 to 20000 | 25 19.5
3

> 20000 2 1.6

!} .

1The school. districts represented in
from the State of California. 1In all
(40 respondents) and Orange (20 respo
lower. We consider the sample of res
State's school districts.

ScRool Version of the
Behavior Scale

~

1B
Location of School District
F Adj.Z%

Rural 17 13 :

** Small city 27 20.6

Suburban city | 47 35.9
Large city 221 16.8 ,

Urban city‘ 18 13.7

/
. 1D
Position of Respondent
. to Questionnaige
F %
Psychologist 125 93.3
Special education 3 2.2
» director
Special education 2 1.5
teacher '

Social worker 1 .7
Intern 2 1.5
Psychometrist I .7

& °

the survey were located in 32 counties
counties with the exception of Los Angeles

ndents), the number of respondents was 7 or

pondents to be fairly representative of the



TABLE 2

Subjects for the Study éf
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Outcomes of Adaptive Behavior Assessment

Age and Sex
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TABLE 3

~

.

Number of Adaptive Behavior Scales Administered

b%‘Interviewing Teachers

-~

- éfzé:;jewing Teachers
. . .

. \ e F 7 a
) None 27 20.1
1tol0 ] 76 | 60.5 .
' 11 + 26 | 19.4
. “ »
, , -~
‘ TABLE &4

20

[}

Number of Adaptive Behavior Scales Administered

by Interviewing Parents
L3

Interviewing Parents

) F %
/ None { 39 29.1
. » 14 195 70.9
|
h
3z
<
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/f \T;~Extent 0 aining in the Use of
‘l\
S TABLE 5 - TABLE 6

A \ ’ '

. . b .
. / Proportion of Respondents . ‘Proportion of Respondents
\\mﬂxﬁtgending State Assessment WOIkSh&PS Who Reported that They had

- s ' Trained Teachers to Use ’

the Adaptive Behavior Scale -

///, State workshop

. F % Total Teachers Trained
Yes 106 79.1 ‘ b

No 28 20.9 L None | 75 56.0

1+ 59- 44.0

A .
. N y
N TABLE 7 - i
M »
Propoftion of Regpondents Reporting : . . .
"\ Training Activities in Addition to '
<-Attending State Assessment Workshop and ¥

Training Teaqpers to Use_ the Scale~

Other Traiaing : -
F__ 4 - ’ % T
None 88 65.7 . ‘
- Workshops | 19 14.2 )
bistrict - . .
’ in-service | 18 | 13.5 ° )
or other L
courses —
\ B .
Other . | 9 6.7 N .
- -
z = : 3 '
4 '
. AN r
“~
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TABLE: 8

L3

Perceived Accuracy and Usefulness of the Adaptive Behavior Scale

" as a Function of Numbe;lof Scales Used and Extent of Training

41

| No Training

2

) Training

Perceived Kumber of ‘ : Participated in
accuracy and ratings ‘State workshop | No teachers | No other State workshop |Attended other| ITrained . |di’strict in-ser-
usefulness given by not attended trained training attended workshops teachers |vice courses
of Scale interviewing % %~ 0 7% 3 3 )4 z A z % z %

teacher Yes " No Yes No ffes No | Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Accurate ' < . )
assesgsment None 75 25 90 10 ' 89 11 100 0 - - 100 0 100 0
as reported 1-10 55 45 45 55 |48 52 54 46 57 43 63 37 91 9
by parent - 11 + 0 100 0 100 |50 50 63 37 33 67 80 20 100 0
EMR
Accurate | ’
assessment None 100 ¢ O 100 . 0 @oo 0 100 0 - - 100 0 100 0
as reported ©1-10 100 0] 78 22 78 22 79 21 75 25 86 14 100 0O
by parent - 11 + - 0 100 67 33 |86 14° 71 29 67 33 67 33 100 0
’I'MR R ’
Accurate .
assessment None 50 50 83 17 |75 25 100 ° 0 - - - - 100 0
as reported 1-10 80 20 66 34 |66 34 69 * 31 75 25 1 75 25 82 18

, by teacher - , 11+ 25 75 ‘22 78 162 38 67 33 33 ‘67 81 19 100 0 J
- m by N
Accurate N v :
assessment None 100 . 8 100 0 [LOO 0 100 0 - = | 109 0 100 0
as reported 1-10 100 0 87 13 190 .10 90 10 86 * 14 95 5 100 0
by teacher - 11 + 50 50 80 20 189 11 73 27 f671 "33 67 33 100 0
Useful for None 67 33 67 33 |70 30 75 25 - - | 100 o0 100 o'
referral 1-10 50 50 37 63 |40 60 46 .54 54 46 .56 44 64 36 ‘
EMR 11 + "0 100 11 "89 |53 47 63 37 33 67, 79 21 100 o
. . . o : ‘
Useful for- None 100 0 78 22 1175 25 75 25 - - 100 0 100 0
referral - 1-10 88 12 63 37 167 33 65 35 80 20 73 27 73 27
™R 11 + 0 100 25 75 {78 22 71 29 33 67 79 21 100 0
7
Useful for None X 75 25 62 38 69 31 64 36 - - 100 0 50 50
program 1-10 40 60 45 55 |49 51 52 48 43 57 57 43 80 20
{5-1isions 11 + 25 75 33 67. | 63 37 67 33 , 33 67 75 25 . 50 50
7 - ' = T ;:J)

0
Yl
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Purpose of,Evaluati6n by Outcome by Ethnic Status in Three California School Districts

‘ -
»

- sOutcome of Evaluation =« .
' \ . Remain in Cur- | Change from Special " Change from Regular Eligible for Special Not Deter-
rent Placement | Education to Regular to Special Education Education, but on mined
L ' Waiting List,
Purpose- of
Evaluation: = o ) o , = =
oA 3 % - UV . I
- G g S 3% B "3 0] e ; ] ] o 5 ] B1Total
= 2 & = 32 3 2 2 & . = 2 8 42 .3 32
S = & = = o * g m ) £ @™ . & £ m »
honaalor Mz | 88 o0 93 3 79 7 2 1 o0 . 2 0 0 5 0 0}
Evaluation |" |(106) (114) (78) (4) (11) (6) 2y @) (0) 2) (0) (0) (6) (0) (0)| 330
Determi g B
Eﬁ;ibi‘l‘;y 2| 59 20 17 N 41 73 83 -0 2 0 o 5 0
for EMR N e (8) (6) - - - (11) (30) (30) 0) (1) (0 (0) (2) (0)| 104
De termi , ; :
Bligibilicy -|3 ] 46 53 15 - - e 27 33 .70 ° 27 "7 15 o "7 o0
forew N & @ . - - - 4) (6) (9 LW @ @ (0) (1) (0)| 43
Determi = i . .
‘Eiiéibi?ity 2 | 67 50 0 - T 0 50 0 , 33 0 o0 0 0 ©
toeme N @ @ O - - - © @ (. M © O 0 (0 (| s
Determine | ° ~ 7
ligibilit !
If;orgReassiZn- 84 84 "100 16 15 0 ' - - = ) / e 1 0 0 0 0
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